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desire of the King: over the Budget in 1910,, at the
desire of Edward VII, and over the power of the Lords
in the same year, at the desire of George V. In each case,
however, the minister, however reluctantly, acquiesced
in the King's desire, and the dissolution was, accordingly,
amply surrounded by the cloak of ministerial responsi-
bility; though the King took the initiative in pressing a
dissolution upon the Government, in each case, also, the
Government accepted his advice. What would be the
position if the King urged a dissolution and the ministry
refused to agree? Clearly, I think, if the King insisted,
the Government would have no alternative but to resign;
a new Government would be formed and would at once
go to the country. We know, from the memoirs of the
time, that George V was constantly pressed to compel a
dissolution in this way during the Ulster crisis of 1913—
14. He refused; and the onset of the war led to the
shelving of the problem of whether he would accept the
consequences of the Home Rule Bill. The precedent,
however, is of outstanding importance, if only because, in
an ultimate way, it is indecisive upon the matter*
What is clear is the fact that an insistence by the-King
upon what may fairly be termed a penal dissolution is a
variant upon the dismissal of ministers. The last occasion
of its use lies in the buried past, and the problem it raises
is the difficult one of whether a penal dissolution is justi-
fied by the success of the incoming Government at the
polls. I find it difficult to take this view for two reasons.
In the first place, under any circumstances, 'the King's
action is bound to be the subject of electoral controversy,
and this is to make his neutrality an issue of the election—
as I have argued, a thing at once dangerous and undesir-
able. In the second place, a penal dissolution could only
take place in critical circumstances. But this, it is impor-
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